This paper explores partnership in the Catholic Church-aid chain. The focus for the research was the wielding of power in relationships and the notion that agencies involved in a relationship will be motivated to represent this as a partnership even if it is far from being so (a 'social pathology'). The aid chain selected for the research comprised a number of dioceses in Nigeria and two of the major International Catholic Church-based donors. In the Catholic Church-based aid chain there is the time and determination to work matters out, which suggests inter-dependency between all involved and avoidance of 'social pathology'.
which stress tolerance, respect for ones neighbours and a need to listen. Faith-based development groups also presumably have a sense of legitimacy if they reflect the presence of that faith within their society. The legitimacy of development NGOs to represent the poor has been questioned by some (Lister 2003) but it seems reasonable to suppose that the faith-based development groups are more likely to be accepted by their communities than the secular although this could be an interesting area for research. Many faith-based aid chains are also what Townsend (1999) refers to as a 'trans-national community'. They are global in extent yet relatively under-researched (Olson 2006; Clarke, 2007) .
Despite its popularity and the breadth of agencies involved in aid chains there is a dearth of literature which critically evaluates the performance of partnership. One approach often taken is to focus upon the inequality of power which is assumed to exist across the aid chain given that donors have resources and make decisions relating to what agencies to allocate resource and how these are used. This should not be surprising as power "is a relational effect of social interaction" (Allen, 2003; page 2) and aid chains are founded upon social interaction. The literature on power is vast (Haugaard, 1997; Allen, 2003) , and cannot be covered in depth here. Robb (2004) provides a brief history of power in aid chains and concludes that what we have today is flawed and based on unequal power relations even if, on a more optimistic note, "sometimes it works" (page 37). It should also be noted that field agencies are not without power. Foucault (1998) argued that one cannot speak of one component in a relationship having power while another does not; both have power and instead what should be explored is the nature of the interaction and modifications which take place ensuring respect and reciprocity for all parties. Forbes (1999) has described examples where field agencies have made use of their closeness to the local scene (and knowledge and representation of the 'local') to influence donor behaviour. Burbules in his essay 'A theory of power in education ' (1986) argued that for power to be a part of a social relationship there must be grounding within a conflict of interest between those who are in the relationship. Thus, power only becomes apparent when one element of the relationship attempts to influence the other(s) to do something against their will. If there was a willing and genuine acceptance of decisions by all in the relationship, then Burbules argued that this is not an exercise of power as all are truly satisfied. For example, in terms of aid chains, Burbules implies a negative, as the 'haves' can refuse to give or not give enough to agencies working on behalf of the 'have nots' in the Global South. Even with the resources they do give they can influence those who do not comply with their conditions via domination, coercion and manipulation. Thus an apparent 'consent' can occur as a result of complete domination by the 'haves' over the 'have nots'. All may readily employ the term partnership to describe their relationship but once investigated this may just be nothing more than that of contractor -client. It seems inevitable that some agencies in the South will be better able to lever resources than others (Moore and Stewart, 1998) partly because they are better able to meld themselves with the language, culture and desires of donors. Much the same can be said of donor relationships with government agencies in the North (Wallace, 2003; Townsend and Townsend, 2004) and even government agencies in the South reliant on international aid (Curtis, 2004; Samoff, 2004; Green and Curtis, 2005) . However, just because the 'have nots' are forced to comply does not mean they do not materially benefit from what the 'haves' provide.
Nonetheless, an espoused rhetoric of egalitarianism and respect surrounding partnership can be used to screen an essentially negative vision of power (Mohan, 2002; Green and Curtis, 2005) . Burbules saw this hidden wielding of power as a kind of "social pathology" and argued that with suitable methods it should be discernible even if partners collude to present a positive face of equality and partnership.
Another interesting approach to analysing relationships in aid chains is the adaptation of 'inter-dependence theory' for individuals in close relationships such as marriage (Rusbult and Van Lange, 2003; Bantham et al., 2003) . Here the partnership is viewed as being based on a longer-term interaction with a level of investment (Rusbult and Buunk, 1993) , and this implies that partners need each other over the longer term and thereby in theory encourage a more open approach to the relationship. Admittedly this is an assertion more than proven, and even here the "social pathology" of Burbules can presumably still exist. For example, the characteristics of faith-based aid chains should, at least in theory, facilitate inter-dependence between donor and field agencies as those involved share the same ideals, underlying organisational structure, and longer term interaction could potentially minimise the risk of a "social pathology"
developing, but is that really the case?
The Catholic Church provides one example of a faith-based aid chain, with organisations based in the North charged with accessing and distributing resources to their partner organisations (also mostly Catholic) in the South (Morse and McNamara, 2006) . These aid chains have existed since the 1950s and 1960s, and the groups involved share similar structures or at least are aware of each other's structures and mandates with all sharing a commitment to Catholic Social Teaching. The research reported here focussed specifically on the Catholic Church chain linking two donors (one in Germany and one in USA) and the dioceses of one province in Nigeria, West Africa. The same two donors provide support for the dioceses also in contact with each other via the Province and indeed both donors are in regular contact.
Relationships between these components of the aid chain were explored to examine if there was inter-dependence and whether this existed alongside the "social pathology" hypothesised by Burbules?
The partnership space and survey
Nigeria has one of the largest populations of any African country (currently assumed to be approximately 140 million people), and it is generally assumed that about 30% of it is Christian, and roughly half this There are various ways in which development networks like that of the Catholic Church can be explored (Bebbington and Kothari, 2006) , including the use of textual records of meetings and communications. Here it was decided to examine relationships via conversations with those engaged in the aid chain rather than focus primarily on textual information. The use of documents depends upon availability and access and can be time-consuming to find and dissect. Data collection was primarily via semi-structured interviews which took place in Nigeria and the headquarters of the two donor agencies. Each respondent was informed of the nature of the research before the conversation and it was made clear that their names would not feature in any publications. By the time of publication many of those that were interviewed have moved onto other positions. A list of personnel interviewed is provided as Table 1. The responses were recorded for transcription. In a paper as short as this it is only possible to provide a few quotations that represent more general views, and therefore not all the respondents listed in Table 1 
B25 (Donor B)
Thus there was a marked degree of uniformity in perspective amongst most respondents emphasising collaboration for achievement but also stressing a relationship based upon trust, openness and respect. Given that all share the same social teaching and set of ethics this is perhaps not surprising. One has to remember that an extensive discourse has long since being taking place between all these agencies sharing the same words and phrases in documentation, letters, conversations and workshops. Therefore the starting point as to what partnership should be appears to be relatively homogenous, but do the realities match these words?
According to the respondents there have been problems within the network. The most oft-mentioned source of tension surrounded the operational presence of Donor A in Nigeria and its functionality as a contractor for US government aid agencies. In effect it is this combination of operational presence and contracting that some of the Nigerian respondents saw as a threat to partnership given that in their eyes Donor A represented a parallel structure to Nigerian Church institutions at National and Provincial levels. For the CSN and Province this resulted in what can only be described as a tortured relationship. Respondents at all levels often compared Donor A to the other Catholic donors they experienced, especially Donor B, and some of the wording was frank and robust as the following quotations illustrate. This difference in perspective between respondents in the Province and CSN and those at the diocesan level is perhaps not surprising. After all, the dioceses are working directly with Donor A then it perhaps matters not to them that Donor A may be bypassing the Province and CSN. Although they knew this existed no diocesan respondent expressed a concern about such bypassing. However, could it be that the diocesan respondents are more aware of the need to talk the right talk with regard to Donor A given that they are the ones receiving, or hoping to receive, grants? Are CSN and Province more able to be critical of Donor A precisely because they are being bypassed and have nothing to lose? Is this indeed a symptom of "social pathology"? It has to be said that Donor A did not escape criticism at diocesan level even if it was far more muted than that expressed by CSN 
A19 (Secretary General of the CSN)
There may be problems in the future if well-qualified Nigerians are understandably attracted to the employment of donors at the expense of the dioceses, especially when the former may have paid for expensive courses and provided work experience.
A further source of friction surrounding Donor A at diocesan level is centred on the 'liquidation' of funds. This term was employed by a number of respondents and refers to the demands of Donor A that every quarter (or even month) an auditor must check the entire project accounts held by the diocese. This understandably places a significant burden on diocesan staff, much more so than their dealings with the other donors even if it is appreciated that such regular 'liquidation' is good accountancy practice. This perceived drive by Donor A to monitor what is happening at diocesan level reverberates through a number of responses. These quotations have a rich mix of views and wording, with mixed feelings that span dominance, cooperation, sharing and equality. Some felt that donors did listen to the voice of the diocese and the practice of the donor was influenced by this discourse.
"They [Donor A] are always on it, every little thing they give you; they are on the ground to see what is happening. Because from time to time (I don't know if they call them) the programme managers or whatever, come around to check and they go down to the beneficiaries. Like if it is in the parish they go to meet the parish, talk with the parish
There is also an expressed sense of freedom; that the diocese was not pushed to take on projects that it didn't want. Donors can, and indeed do, say no to many proposals they receive, but the phrase from respondent A11 who stated "our priorities are there priorities as well" perhaps summarises the position. There was a great deal of agreement and compromise, and even if donors had funding for a particular project the chances are that it would match the priorities of the dioceses. Given that both field agencies and donors are part of the 'universal' Catholic Church then this may not be all that surprising. There was certainly no evidence of a conscious "social pathology" in these comments which implies that the dioceses would consciously move their rhetoric far away from what they see as important in order to seek approval and funding from donors.
However, while discourse between donors and dioceses does take place there was a perception amongst some respondents that an ultimate sanction exists for not obeying the rules set out by donors. Some dioceses have done well in attracting funds while others have not. Indeed, relationships between the dioceses that comprise AEP while cordial do not seem to extend into practical help when it comes to accessing funds and managing projects. Each diocese maintains its independence but money really does tend to follow money and clearly the cause of some frustration: The Province tries hard to provide a facilitating structure to help alleviate such problems of inequality between dioceses arising from their newness and inexperience and allows space for a sharing of insights. There is a desire by the CSN and Province to try and introduce more coordination as to which diocese and projects are funded but successful dioceses still seem to have an incentive to go it alone. After all, they have the track record of success that donors find attractive. Thus there is a tension on one hand between the desire of funders to support projects in dioceses which have a good track record of success and a perceived need at national and provincial levels to make sure that newer diocese or those that once had a bad experience are given a chance to secure funding. It wasn't so much that unsuccessful dioceses were being encouraged to change their priorities to match those of the donors but that donors were being encouraged to work with those dioceses with the support of the Province.
The overall picture is one of patchiness; over space and time. Satisfaction with the donors and a sense of partnership coming from some is mixed with feelings of unease and distrust coming from others founded on a range of issues. Indeed, given this patchiness it would be all too easy to conclude that all is not well and that there is obvious tension and disharmony. The approach of Donor A to partnership was seen by some in the upper echelons of the Church in Nigeria as bypassing existing structures at national and provincial scales in its drive to help people. To some respondents it appeared to be more concerned about its function as a contractor for USAID rather than as a part of the Catholic Church. At diocesan level the impressions of Donor A were by and large very positive, even if the need to provide detailed financial reports was taxing and the criticisms over differences in pay which resulted in some haemorrhaging of experienced diocesan staff. Thus while Ashman (2001b) has pointed to the tensions that can exist between pressures for accountability within partnerships and while this was present in the aid chain explored there were also positives. For Donor B, the views at all levels were entirely positive and a readiness to employ the term 'partnership' to describe the nature of their relationship.
It was accepted by most respondents that donors had the ultimate control over resource allocation and while there was a broad acknowledgement that discussion There was also evidence that the Church itself accepted the differences in power. As had happened and why it happened, and even issues such as the imposition of regular 'liquidation' which imposed a large burden on the diocese was recognised by some as being good practice. Indeed following one of the interviews a member of the Provincial team arranged to meet with the representative of Donor A to discuss some possible misunderstandings. There was no hesitancy or reticence to discuss these matters.
Partnership in context; a conclusion
The longer term presence of the Catholic Church aid chain within Nigeria does give it a series of advantages in terms of levering funds from government and international aid agencies. There are factors such as a shared set of ideals and structures which help bind the parts even if occasional difficulties emerge and some diocese fall out of favour with donors. Thus while Donor A and some people in authority within the Church in Nigeria may have had issues there is resolve and openness on the part of those involved to address them and there is certainly the time to do so. Donor A itself explains some of its problems in Nigeria as due to its departure from there in the early 1970s; returning it faced a totally different situation and acknowledges its inevitable learning curve. While some diocese had fallen out of favour with both donors they were still bound within the Provincial structure and contact with donors and successful diocese continued. Thus the Catholic Church aid chain has elements of inter-dependence and there were feelings of attachment and a desire to maintain a relationship "for better or worse" (Rusbult and Buunk, 1993; page 180) .
While this research certainly identified points of stress in the relationships between field agencies and donors in the network there was no evidence of a "social pathology". However, it has to be noted that the Burbules vision of "social pathology" implies a conscious effort to create screens which hides the wielding of power. In a network such as that of the Catholic Church-based aid chain where individuals share the same culture of ideals, social teaching, structures, workshops, training, media etc. and where there is close interaction between agencies and even individuals over many years it may be difficult to tease this out from more subtle (and unconscious) accommodations made by those seeking funds from donors. One is left with the feeling that in such long term and inter-dependent relationships there is a mix of relationships that span the gamut from "social pathology" as set out by Burbules at one extreme to 'social health' which equates to partnership at the other. Limited transects through the patchiness may allow any of these categories to emerge as important at any time and place but applying the categories to the whole is likely to be misleading. Field agencies may not necessarily be entirely against what a donor may stipulate but be open-minded and can see where the donor is coming from (Haugaard, 1997; Chapter 6) . Thus while the extremes may be identifiable, and understandably may receive much attention from development researchers, the real challenge rests with teasing out the bulk of the relationship which rests in between and how best to explore that intricate interweaving of culture and practice. 
